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What Income Does a Practicing 
Certified Public Accountant Require?
“The financial resources available to the professional 
man from his practice must be sufficient to enable him 
to do these things, among others: to pay the compensa­
tion necessary to attract to the profession, in competi­
tion with others, the highest type of young people; to 
maintain the library and other equipment needed in his 
work; to pay the cost of a respectable and comfortable 
office; to afford the leisure necessary for thought and 
study of an advanced character; to render the public 
services which the community may ask of him; to pro­
vide for old age; to discharge family obligations; to 
maintain a standard of living that would contribute to 
a client’s good opinion rather than to detract from it; 
to provide for his participation in the affairs of the 
professional societies and attendance at their meetings. 
The practice should yield financial returns to cover 
these things without the burden of excessively long 
hours devoted to work . . ."
Marquis G. Eaton, President 
American Institute of 
Certified Public Accountants
INCOMES OF PRACTICING CERTIFIED PUBLIC ACCOUNTANTS
T his study will help the practicing certified public accountant 
measure his own economic well-being.
It is the first release in a new program to furnish members of 
the Institute with information on fees, office administration, per­
sonnel policies, client relations and other phases of the day-to-day 
management of an accounting practice. The emphasis will be 
placed on the managerial problems of the accounting practice as 
an economic unit, rather than on the technical aspects of the serv­
ices performed. Much of the material will be based on the experi­
ences of a number of successful firms in solving specific problems 
within these areas.
This first study contains the most complete information avail­
able on the current incomes of partners and sole proprietors of 
accounting firms. It also includes material which should assist the 
practitioner in evaluating his own financial position — facts and 
figures, for example, on how other comparable groups rate in terms 
of financial rewards and how inflation has affected their incomes. 
A series of brief studies which follows the text gives some insight 
into the background, the type of practice, the amount of time dedi­
cated to their practices, and the incomes of members of 13 selected 
small and medium size accounting firms.
This background material ought to help the practitioner to 
answer some key questions about his own practice:
Am I doing as well as my professional colleagues?
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How does my income compare with that of others in comparable 
occupations?
Am I devoting more time to my practice than other profes- 
sional men to produce the same amount of income — or even less?
Am I taking into account the normal life-time income pattern 
of a professional man in gauging my present economic status and 
in planning for the future?
Have I measured the eroding effect of inflation on my income — 
and have I met this problem, along with the problem of rising costs, 
as well as other professional men?
The setting o f an incom e goal
To be concerned with these vital questions is not incompatible 
with the obligations of a professional man. It is true, of course, 
that a CPA can be faithful to the professional ideal only by placing 
service ahead of reward. Profit, in the usual meaning of that term, 
cannot be his primary motive. Yet, at the same time, he has an 
obligation to create a sound economic basis for his practice, for 
then and only then can he invest his time and energies to best 
advantage.
The development of that sound economic foundation for a 
practice begins with a realistic decision on this question: how 
much income will I seek to earn in a given year? And, in consider­
ing that question, another must also be resolved: how many hours 
of “chargeable” time will I devote to producing that income?
It hardly needs to be said that the setting of an income goal 
is a highly personal matter. Abilities vary widely. Age, training, 
experience, energy, ambition — all these elements are likely to have 
a profound impact on income. Outside factors will also have an 
important influence — the attitudes of businessmen, for example, 
towards the value of accounting services and their reactions to the 
manner in which those services are rendered. (This aspect of client 
relations will be explored in a later study.)
It must be kept in mind, while selecting an income “target,” 
that this decision in itself will largely determine the policies to be 
followed in almost every area of practice. It will, obviously, shape
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the fee schedule and the salary program. But, less obviously, it will 
also commit the practitioner (as well as his associates) to the 
amount of time that can be assigned to study and professional meet­
ings, staff development, office administration, client relations (apart 
from “chargeable” time), public service, social and family life, rest 
and recreation. In other words, the CPA cannot isolate this decision 
from other aspects of his practice, nor can he make it without con- 
sidering his personal and social obligations. Or, to put it more 
simply, the tentative income goal must enable him to plan a satis­
factory life in all respects.
What should a CPA’s income be?
There is, of course, no formula which will yield a precise answer. 
The quality of service rendered is a principal factor. Bookkeep­
ing, write-up work, and preparation of the usual tax returns will 
not command fees as high as professional service involving assump­
tion of responsibility (as in “opinion” audits), representation of the 
client (as in tax controversies or business negotiations), or advice 
which the client can identify with “production of profits.” None­
theless, the practitioner can roughly evaluate his own position by 
comparing his earnings with those of his colleagues and employees 
of private industry doing work comparable to his own.
What are current CPA incomes?
The available information on the income of the accounting pro­
fession is limited in scope and in statistical validity, but enough has 
been gathered to be indicative of general ranges.*
Practitioners and partners over the age of 35 have indicated their 
mediant income (before taxes) to be $12,716. Thirty four percent
* Much of this information is taken from an Institute study conducted in 1956 in 
which over 2,100 offices represented in the membership participated. The re­
sponse from larger offices was not as great as from the medium size and small 
ones, but the results are still helpful. These are the only income figures now 
available on anything approaching a national scale.
 The median is the midpoint (50th percent point) of the distribution and is there­
fore not affected by the value of the extremes. Elsewhere in this study, where 
the average is specified, it refers to the arithmetic mean which is, of course, influ­
enced by the values of each point in the distribution.
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earned more than $15,000 but almost 49% of the offices reported 
the income of their older principals was less than $12,500.
Median income (before taxes) of partners and sole practitioners 
under the age of 35 was $9,460. Although 43% of the younger 
men earned more than $10,000, the survey showed that 25% of 
them were earning less than $7,500.
Perhaps one of the most significant facts revealed by the survey 
was the comparatively small differences among the median incomes 
reported for the four major regions of the country. As a matter of 
fact, less than $1,000 separated the median incomes of the older 
principals in any two regions and less than $500 for principals 
under 35. This differential is appreciably less than exists within the 
legal, dental and medical professions.
Partners in offices with five or more accountants in cities with 
over 50,000 population seem more likely to earn incomes in excess 
of the median and a somewhat larger percentage of offices in the 
very large cities reported that their partners were in the over
National Income Distribution of CPAs 
Practicing as Proprietors or Partners — 1955
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$20,000 category. Despite this, there were indications that some 
practitioners and partners with smaller firms in small communities 
have been able to earn incomes appreciably higher than the median 
for the whole profession. (Detailed analysis of the survey, pp. 31-36.)
To supplement this information, personal interviews were con­
ducted in the Spring of 1957 with 20 small and medium size firms, 
ranging from individual practitioners to a firm of 13 partners, in 
eight Midwestern, Eastern and Southern cities. No attempt was 
made to select outstanding firms, but those interviewed were con­
sidered to be good examples of successful firms in their respective 
areas. Although the results have no statistical validity, they illustrate 
conditions within some smaller successful firms.
Annual incomes (before taxes) reported in these interviews 
ranged from $10,000 for a 31-year-old junior partner in a small 
suburban office to $40,000 for the senior partners of two firms of 
moderate size. In addition to the fact that the incomes reported 
were generally higher than the national medians indicated above, 
the net income of the small-firm members seemed to compare favor­
ably with that of the larger local firms. For example, one individual 
practitioner earns about $25,000 per year and the members of a 
three-partner firm net over $30,000 each. (See case sketches, pp. 
20-29, for details.)
Minimum incom e requirem ents
While relatively small incomes may provide adequate satisfac­
tions in unusual circumstances, it seems a reasonable generalization 
that CPAs in practice as partners or proprietors should earn more 
than bookkeepers employed by industry or uncertified staff account­
ants employed by other firms.
Bookkeepers in the New York metropolitan area average over 
$4,500 a year, with 25% earning more than $5,200; in Houston, 
Texas, $5,200 is the average. (A detailed geographical breakdown 
can be found in the appendix on pp. 46-48.) Annual salaries paid 
by public accounting firms, small and large, to inexperienced college 
graduates with a major in accounting now frequently range from 
$4,200 to $4,800, and occasionally higher. Many staff accountants
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with five years’ experience are earning in the neighborhood of 
$7,000 a year with large firms. Most of the 20 smaller firms inter­
viewed indicated that this was also true within their organizations. 
However, the Institute study shows that principals under 35, in 
25% of the offices and principals over 35 in 10% of the offices 
average less than $7,500.
A certified public accountant in practice for himself or as a 
partner who, after the early years of establishing a practice, has 
been unable to command an income at least equal to that of experi­
enced staff men might be wise to examine closely his own outlook 
for the future. What is his potential? Are his fees too low? Is he 
undervaluing his work? Can he justify professional fees for the 
type of work he currently does? Can he equip himself to render 
other services which will command higher fees? Is he personally 
constituted or experienced enough to administer an independent 
practice? If, upon examination, he is unable to make the necessary 
adjustments, he may find that his personal prospects are brighter as 
an employee of another firm or in a position with a business concern.
When the earnings of an individual practitioner or partner fall 
below the median for his group, he should make every effort to 
analyze the possible reasons and take whatever corrective action 
seems necessary.
CPA income in relation to other professions
Although comparisons between different professions are incon­
clusive, it is helpful to compare incomes of CPAs with others of 
roughly the same status in the community.
During the 1930s, surveys conducted by the U. S. Department 
of Commerce and analyzed by the National Bureau of Economic 
Statistics indicated that on a national basis, the practicing CPA led 
the other professions in net income.* Although the dollar differen­
tial was small, the rank of the professional practitioners at that time 
was: (1) CPAs; (2) lawyers; (3) physicians; (4) dentists.
* “Income of Independent Professional Practitioners,” Survey of Current Business, 
April, 1938. Income from Independent Professional Practice by Milton Friedman 
and Simon Kuznets. New York, National Bureau of Economic Research, 1945.
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Since then, physicians and dentists have increased their earnings 
at such a rate that they now hold the first and second positions. By 
1955, the mean average annual income of practicing physicians was 
over $18,000 and that of independent dentists about $12,500. 
Lawyers in practice averaged about $10,200 in 1954 and probably 
earned about $500 more in 1955.† The mean average income of 
the more experienced CPA practitioners and partners can only be 
estimated from the Institute study but it appears to be on a par with, 
or slightly higher than, the dentist average. This would indicate that
Incomes of P h y sic ia n s,D en tists ,(2) and Lawyers
Average Distribution o f Independent Practitioners According to Age
Physicians ——  Dentists--------  Lawyers —
1955 1955 1954
Annual
(1) This is a projection of the 1949 distribution published in Survey of Current Business 
(July, 1951) on the basis of the increased average incomes reported in the 1956 Survey 
by Medical Economics magazine.
(2) 1956 Survey of Dental Practice, Bureau of Economic Research and Statistics, Ameri­
can Dental Association.
(3) Income of Lawyers in the Post War Period, Survey of Current Business (December, 
1956).
† These figures are expressed in mean averages, rather than medians, to facilitate 
comparison with incomes of business executives (page 14), for whom median 
figures are not available in many cases.
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the mean average income of all practicing CPAs falls somewhere 
between that of the lawyers and the dentists, in the number three 
position.
Thus it appears that the incomes of CPAs and lawyers have not 
been increasing at a rate comparable to the other professions during 
the past twenty years.
A CPA’s earnings should follow the professional man’s normal 
income pattern, which is characterized by a relatively low income 
during the early years of training and establishing a practice. It 
then rises at a rather steady rate, begins to level off during the 40s 
and declines somewhat as he approaches retirement age.
The pattern of distribution for the other professions, as illus­
trated on page 11, have an interesting implication. On the surface 
it appears that there may be a correlation between the age a profes­
sional man enters practice and the age at which he reaches his peak 
earnings. The bulk of the doctors and dentists are sole practitioners, 
who often start practicing shortly after they have met their formal 
educational and internship requirements. As the graph shows, 
dentists (whose training period is shorter) reach their peak five 
years earlier than physicians. On the other hand, law is frequently 
practiced in partnership form. Although medical training takes 
longer than law, a lawyer is more apt to spend a number of years as 
a staff man before being admitted as a partner.
As indicated by the graph, a lawyer’s peak years seem to be his 
mid-fifties. Of course, other factors have a strong effect, including 
the number of practitioners in the field (overcrowding tends to de­
lay the peak period and reduce the overall income level) and the 
differences in the type of services rendered. However, lacking in­
formation on the CPA pattern, it seems logical to assume that it 
more closely resembles that of the lawyers’ than the physicians’ or 
dentists’ patterns. Accounting and law are usually practiced under 
the same type of organizational structure and their services bear 
more resemblance to each other than they do to the medical-dental 
field.
A breakdown of the incomes of the other professions by region 
and state can be found on pp. 37-38 of the appendix, so that the 
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reader can compare his earnings with those of the other professional 
men in his area.
Comparison with the business executive
Earnings of the business executive, with a background similar 
to that of the practicing accountant, can also be a valuable guide in 
trying to determine what a CPA should be worth.
The available studies have some shortcomings in that executives 
who have had accounting training but have assumed other duties 
within their organizations are difficult to identify. In addition to 
the variables affecting incomes in both the professions and industry, 
earnings of executives are affected by the type of industry with 
which they are associated. Size of the company is, however, prob­
ably the biggest single factor influencing the compensation of finan­
cial executives.
In small manufacturing companies, with sales under two million 
dollars a year, the top financial executive averages about $15,000 
a year. When the sales reach the 10-25 million dollar bracket, his 
income is just about doubled and it continues to rise with the size of 
the company. As a general rule, the earnings of the chief financial 
officer, usually a vice president, are from one-third to one-half those 
of the company’s chief executive.*
Between 1950 and 1954 compensation of the top financial ex­
ecutive seems to have increased by roughly 25 %. This same period 
saw a rise of more than one-third in the earnings of both the officer 
in the number two financial position and the internal auditor.†
The effect o f inflation on the CPA
Everyone knows that the purchasing power of the dollar has 
been declining, but few people have a clear idea of the extent to 
which it actually affects their own real income. The worth of an 
employee in private industry is not wholly determined by the indi-
* Source: Executive Compensation Service, Top Management Survey, Copyright 
1955. American Management Association, New York.
† Source: Executive Compensation, A Dartnell Survey, Copyright 1955. The Dart- 
nell Corporation, Chicago.
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vidual but is a reflection of what his company will pay for his 
services. This is, in part, determined by the competition for these 
services and the ability of the company to pay for them. During 
inflationary periods, as competition increases for most classes of 
workers and as the ability to pay rises with a company’s increased 
dollar earnings, some adjustment in the income of the employee 
may take place almost automatically. Gross weekly earnings of 
factory workers have risen 35% in the past six years (28% after 
taxes). The professional man, who generally sets his own rates, 
does not have such a guide to his own value; to a large extent he can 
only estimate his worth to his client. As long as his personal tax 
return shows an increase in income from year to year, the profes­
sional man may often feel that he is making progress.
According to a number of economic indices, including the Con­
sumer’s Price Index, a man needs 20% more income now (before 
taxes) than he required in the 1947-49 period to maintain the same 
standard of living. This figure rises even more if the increase in 
the personal tax rate is considered. The CPA who was earning 
$10,000 in 1949 (after taxes) must now earn more than $12,000 
(after taxes) before he can assume that he is making any financial 
progress. The extent to which the practicing CPA has been able to 
keep abreast of rising costs is not known, but the available evidence 
indicates that the net income of many firms is lagging behind infla­
tion. One of the smaller firms interviewed reported that its gross 
income has increased by $50,000 over the past seven years. On the 
surface, this certainly looks like progress. Further examination re­
vealed, however, that overhead costs had risen by $40,000 over the 
same period. Rather than making progress, the members of this 
firm have barely maintained their 1949 position in terms of real 
income before taxes and have actually lost ground after taxes. None 
of the firms interviewed felt that they had kept ahead of their rising 
costs, despite the fact that some of them have increased their fee 
scales by 50% since 1950.
Other professions have been more successful in solving this 
problem. The average lawyer’s net income increased 28% between 
1949 and 1954, while that of the dentist rose by more than 62%
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during the 1948-1955 period. Real income of physicians — that is, 
purchasing power — increased over 80% between 1940 and 1954.
Part of this greater success may be due to the fact that these 
professions net a considerably higher percentage on their gross bill­
ing than does the accountant. Physicians average 64% of their 
gross, lawyers 61%, and dentists 57%. Even the most successful 
CPA firms seem to run considerably less than this. (The highest 
figure given by the firms interviewed was 45 %. Some of the others 
indicated their net to be 35-40% of their gross billings.*) Although 
there are no current statistics on this subject, it is possible that the 
average for the profession is considerably less than this. Therefore,
⁕ These net figures include the partners’ draw or salary. The firms interviewed 
generally seemed to net 20-25% on work performed by staff members.
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a doctor, dentist or lawyer does not have to raise his fees as much 
as a practicing CPA in order to achieve the same net increase in 
personal income.
Much of the problem of the CPA’s higher overhead lies in the 
fact that some of his costs have been increasing at a much faster 
rate than the general cost of living. This is especially true of staff 
salaries, which are usually not a major factor in the other profes­
sions. Beginning salaries of inexperienced college graduates have 
increased approximately 75% since 1950. This has forced a rise 
in staff salaries generally and has narrowed the income differential 
between staff and partners or proprietors.
It should not be regarded as satisfactory even to maintain a 
constant level of real income, for it should reflect the professional 
man’s usual pattern, as indicated previously.
The tim e elem ent in evaluating income
A professional practitioner may mislead himself if he believes 
his income to be satisfactory, but habitually puts in excessively long 
hours of “chargeable” time to produce it. This is especially true as 
the practice grows. Proper planning, administration and supervision 
become even more necessary and time consuming. Maintenance of 
satisfactory client relations, including a thorough understanding of 
their financial problems, becomes more difficult as their numbers 
increase. As a firm becomes established, it is expected that the 
principals will do their share in community service projects. In 
addition, with the complexities involved in modern accounting, a 
practitioner must keep abreast of current developments — studying 
technical journals, attending seminars, exchanging ideas with fellow 
practitioners, or engaging in other professional activities which will 
enable him to render the best possible service to his clients.
All of these things require time. With only 24 hours in a day, 
where can this time be found? In all too many cases it isn’t found 
and the practitioner loses by it. Where it has been found, it has 
come either through sacrificing the portion of the day which ought 
to be devoted to rest and relaxation or a reduction in “chargeable” 
hours. The latter, of course, is more desirable — but to be accom-
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plished effectively without a long term reduction in income, it 
requires thoughtful planning and proper scheduling of work within 
the office. It may also necessitate adjustments in fees. The effect 
of this on the fee structure will be discussed in the second bulletin 
of this series.
While most professional and business men put in more than 40 
hours a week on some aspects of their work, the most successful 
seem to devote a substantial portion of their time to the areas cited 
above. Some practicing CPAs feel that senior partners, depending 
on individual circumstances and the organization of the firm, should 
limit their “chargeable” time to roughly an average of 26 hours per 
week (1,300 hours a year). Dentists, as an example of other pro­
fessions, average 39.4 hours a week of “productive” time (chair- 
side and laboratory) and 3.8 other hours in the office for a total 
weekly average of 43.2 hours actually devoted to their practices.
There is some indication that the “chargeable” hours put in by 
the practicing CPA have declined somewhat during the past ten 
years, but the extent of this is not known.
Nevertheless, a practitioner may not truly be “keeping even” 
with the rest of the world if he commonly works 50 or more hours a 
week on billable engagements to produce annual income compar­
able to that of his contemporaries. Without giving sufficient atten­
tion to the other activities necessary for professional success, his 
future growth may be retarded.
Sum m ary and conclusion
A number of things are brought out either in the text of this 
bulletin or are implicit in some of the appendix material, which 
seem to be important enough to warrant brief summarization. Some 
of them are favorable; some of them are unfavorable; and some are 
not necessarily either, but provide a few additional clues to the 
nature of the profession.
First, it is evident — at least on the basis of the practitioner’s 
income potential — that accounting has become a truly national 
profession. It wasn’t too many years ago that the great majority of 
successful CPAs were concentrated in the East or in a few of the
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major cities in other parts of the country. Whatever the reason — 
decentralization of industry, the continuing westerly population shift, 
the general expansion of the economy, greater recognition of the 
value of professional accounting services, or a combination of these 
and other factors — the fact remains that geography, as such, is no 
longer a significant factor in the income differential which exists 
among practicing CPAs.
The incomes of CPA practitioners with several staff members 
or partners do, however, seem to be generally higher than those of 
sole practitioners. There also seems to be a definite, but gradual, 
economic advantage to practices as they are located in larger com­
munities, up to 100,000 population. From this point there is a 
definite leveling off and community size itself does not seem to have 
as much significance for practices in cities larger than this.
As far as the overall income picture is concerned, CPAs in 
practice as principals do not compare as favorably with the other 
professions as they did twenty years ago. In fact, the professional 
accountant, in many cases, does not seem to be keeping pace with 
inflation. The income level of not only the other professions but 
business executives as well, seems to be rising more rapidly than 
that of the CPA.
A large percentage of practicing CPAs (perhaps 20% ) are 
earning incomes which must be considered substandard for profes­
sional men, since they do not compare favorably with those of staff 
accountants of accounting firms, beginning college graduates, and 
in some cases bookkeepers.
Many CPAs, however, in small offices in small cities, as well as 
large, have demonstrated their ability to earn incomes which are 
higher than the medians for CPAs, doctors, lawyers and dentists. 
These practitioners demonstrate that the CPAs who operate small 
firms in small towns need not resign themselves to smaller incomes 
than those obtained by their big firm, big city colleagues.
This study has not been presented as a complete and final survey 
of the incomes of CPA practitioners. It is a beginning — offering the 
best available data as a guide to what income can be reasonably 
expected today from the professional practice of accounting.
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Nor can it be claimed that this study offers conclusive advice 
on achieving an economically sound practice — indeed, it may raise 
more questions than it answers. It will have accomplished its pur­
pose, however, if it encourages readers to evaluate their own 
earning capacity and fix in their own minds, at least tentatively, 
figures which they believe to be reasonable income “targets” at the 
present stage of their professional careers.
The next steps are to reexamine the fee structure, appraise the 
value of various types of services offered, and consider how to win 
client acceptance of needed services at reasonable fees.
These matters will be the subject of future studies.
What points would you like to have covered in this series?
Write “Economics of Accounting Practice,” American Insti­
tute of Certified Public Accountants, 270 Madison Avenue, 
New York 16, New York.
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Case Studies in CPA Incomes
In comparing the incomes of CPAs with each other we cannot 
conclude that one man is more successful than another solely on 
the basis of net income figures. The types of services performed, 
the ability of the practitioner, amount of time devoted to practice 
and other circumstances under which a practice is conducted vary 
widely from individual to individual and strongly affect the amount 
a CPA may reasonably expect to derive from the practice.
The following brief case histories reveal the environment in 
which a number of the smaller firms are operating, as it relates to 
the income of the principals.
Individual Practitioner * Large Eastern City
About six years ago this individual practitioner decided to 
eliminate most of the write-up work and individual tax returns 
which had formed a large part of his practice for 12 years. Under 
his present method of operation, he has maintained the same size 
staff (normally five) but has more than doubled his income.
More than 90% of the work he now does results in audit 
reports, most of which include an overall opinion. A firm believer 
in the “financial adviser” role, he makes numerous suggestions in 
his reports and does quite a bit of renegotiation work (this prac­
titioner is a former government accountant) and financial budgeting 
for his clients.
About 60% of his time is “chargeable” and he personally avoids 
most of the routine work. He nets 20% on the work of his staff 
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and has been able to devote a good deal of time to complicated tax 
problems and other high level work for which he sometimes com­
mands double his standard per diem rate of $100.
Now in his early fifties, this university graduate nets over 
$25,000 per year without devoting more than 2,000 hours a year 
(including non-“chargeable” time) to his practice.
He has no plans to bring in a partner or add to his staff. By 
being increasingly selective in the type of engagement he accepts, 
this CPA feels that he can continue to increase his income with his 
present organization.
Individual Practitioner • Medium-Large M idwestern City
With annual gross billings approaching the $100,000 mark, this 
CPA plans to bring one of his six staff men into partnership with 
him. Age 40, with a bachelor’s degree in accounting and 15 years’ 
experience (eight years on his own account and seven years as a 
large firm staff member), he earned about $22,000 in 1956. This 
was double his net income in 1954 and was based on somewhat 
more than 2,000 “chargeable” hours, plus the necessary general 
research, administrative and other non-productive time. This prob­
ably exceeds 600 hours a year. He supervises most of the audits 
but finds it increasingly difficult to keep up with the volume.
The practice is a general one ranging from write-up work (about 
25% ) to various elements of management services (including a 
fair amount of systems work) which account for about 15% of the 
firm’s time. The remaining time is about equally divided between 
auditing and tax work.
Unlike the Large City practitioner, this CPA wishes to keep his 
write-up work, which he finds profitable, since it is assigned exclu­
sively to the lower salaried employees.
Individual Practitioner • Small Southern City
“The most troublesome aspect of our practice,” says this 40 
year old practitioner, “is the lack of technical accounting ability 
found among our clients and their employees.” Because of the dif­
ficulty in getting clients to maintain their records properly, 20% of
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the practice is devoted to bookkeeping and write-up work. In many 
cases where the accounting firm does not normally do the write-up 
work, so much preliminary work must be done on an auditing 
engagement that “we have difficulty holding fees to an acceptable 
level.”
Approximately two-thirds of the practice consists of auditing 
(about equally divided between “opinion” reports and other audit­
ing). Tax service accounts for 10% of the remaining time.
The practitioner is a college graduate who has been on his own 
account for 11 years, after eight years of accounting experience. 
He employs four staff men, including one CPA, who average close 
to 2,100 hours a year in “chargeable” time. Although the rates are 
designed to yield a net of 33%, the actual margin is sometimes less 
due to adjustments made in the fees actually billed.
Both the gross billings and net income of this firm have risen 
about 80% since 1950. Last year this CPA devoted a little more 
than 2,400 hours to his practice, of which 1,600 hours was 
“chargeable” time. His net income was about $18,000.
Individual Practitioner • Small M idwestern City
This CPA demonstrates that a successful practice can be oper­
ated in a city with a population of less than 15,000.
Still in his thirties, he holds a master’s degree and has about 
10 years’ experience in public accounting, virtually all of it on his 
own account. He has had little experience as a staff accountant or, 
until recently, close contact with other firms. Therefore, he has 
diligently tried to keep up with the latest developments in the pro­
fession, through university seminars and research, to expand his 
technical abilities.
He feels strongly that a professional accountant should avoid 
handling bookkeeping details for even small businesses and should 
concentrate on supplying his clients with high grade technical 
assistance. About 50% of his practice is devoted to audits leading 
to “opinion” reports and 30% to tax work. Roughly 15% consists 
of management services of various types. He states: “Our firm 
participates actively in management problems and advising our
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clients. We are frequently attending board meetings, assisting 
clients in finding new locations, purchasing of businesses, resolving 
union problems, refinancing and answering hundreds of questions 
by telephone.”
This approach, he believes, plus his willingness to expand his 
staff (now consisting of 12 accountants and two small branch offices 
in other cities) have been the reasons for the increase in annual net 
income from about $6,000 to $35,000 in the last seven years. He 
nets about 38% of his gross billings, including about 25% on the 
work of his staff. Each staff man averages about 1,950 “charge­
able” hours per year. Last year, this practitioner had 1,800 “charge­
able” hours and devoted roughly 600 hours to other aspects of his 
practice.
Feeling that he has reached the limit of expansion under his 
present organizational structure, he plans to admit one or two CPAs 
as partners, in the immediate future. In this way, he hopes that the 
practice will continue to grow but at the same time he can cut down 
on his “chargeable” time, which he believes to be excessive.
Two Partners • Large M idwestern City
Close to 90% of the senior partner’s “chargeable” time, of 
roughly 1,250 hours per year, is spent in providing advisory service 
to the clients. Shortly after getting his certificate, over 30 years ago, 
the senior partner opened his office as a sole practitioner with one 
large client. He now employs 20 staff accountants and admitted a 
junior partner some years ago.
Because of the size of the staff, three supervisors handle about 
90% of the audit work, with the junior partner doing the necessary 
reviewing. About 50% of the staff time is devoted to auditing, 
10% to cost analysis, budgeting and systems work and the remain­
ing 40% is pretty equally divided between tax work and monthly 
reviews and write-ups.
The partners estimate that the firm  nets about 30% on the fees 
charged for staff time, part of which is paid to the staff in the form 
of a discretionary bonus roughly equivalent to 10% of the indi­
vidual’s annual salary.
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A business school graduate, the senior partner is now in his 
late fifties and earns about $30,000 per year. The junior partner, 
in his late forties, with a degree in accounting and roughly 10-15 
years public accounting experience, has an annual income of 
$15,000 based on 1,950 “chargeable” hours.
Two Partners • Medium Size Midwestern City
An individual practitioner, now retired, admitted two staff mem­
bers to partnership in his 25 year old practice a few years ago. Now 
in their middle and late forties, both of the present partners are 
college graduates. Each has 10-15 years experience in public ac­
counting and from 8-13 years with private industry.
Operating with three staff men, about 15-20% of the partners’ 
time is devoted to management services, especially in the area of 
real estate transactions, and estate planning. Something over 10% 
of their practice consists of bookkeeping services for small clients 
and the remainder is divided between audit and tax work.
The non-certified public accountants are quite active in this city, 
and the firm is in direct competition with them in some areas of 
service, but does not attempt to compete on a price basis.
Rates have been raised about 20-25% since 1950. The net 
income of the partners ranges from $15-18,000 a year for one and 
about $5,000 less for the other. This is based on about 1,900 
“chargeable” hours for each of the principals and somewhat over 
2,000 for the staff.
Two Partners • Large M idwestern City
Only one of the original three partners is still with this firm, 
established about 20 years ago. He is about 50 years old, a high 
school graduate and had about eight years experience as a public 
accountant before joining the firm. His partner is in his late thir­
ties and was admitted to the firm about four years ago, after three 
years as a staff member. He has had about 15 years experience 
and has taken some university extension courses.
The work of the firm, currently employing five staff men, con­
sists of roughly 60% audits leading to reports, 20% corporate tax 
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work and about 15% systems and installation. Although book­
keeping used to account for an appreciable amount of time, it is 
now negligible.
The partners have set their net income goals at a minimum of 
$20,000 per year each and through rather extensive internal time 
controls and selectivity of engagements expect to achieve this return 
within the next year or so.
Last year the older partner netted about $20,000 and the 
younger about $15,000 on a gross billing of $80,000.
Three Partners • Large M idwestern City
A college professor with a part time practice, and a CPA with 
three years of public accounting and 10 years experience in indus­
try, purchased the practice of an individual practitioner almost 15 
years ago. The following year the senior staff member was admitted 
to the firm.
The staff has since grown to 14. Although no new partners 
have been admitted, two staff members participate in the profits. 
Their share is roughly 30% to 35% of their salaries, resulting in 
a total income of $12,000 for each of them. The remaining staff 
members receive a Christmas bonus based on length of service with 
the firm, plus a discretionary bonus based on the net income of 
the firm.
The net, after staff participation but including the partners’ 
drawing accounts, amounts to 40% of the firm’s gross income. 
Now in their late forties and early fifties, the partners each earn 
appreciably more than $25,000 a year, varying a bit with their 
individual interest in the firm.
Two of the partners hold master’s degrees in accounting, and 
the other has a BBA degree.
About 20% of the practice is devoted to management services, 
including general management planning and some work in the areas 
of purchase and sale, estate planning and systems. Some book­
keeping and write-up work is done, but 70% of the practice is 
evenly divided between auditing (the bulk of which leads to “opin­
ion” reports) and tax work. Fees have increased 50% since 1950.
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Three Partners • Small Suburb o f Large Eastern City
Most of the clients of this firm have annual sales ranging from 
$300,000 to $3,000,000. Although many of the clients receive a 
variety of services, about 30% of the “chargeable” time is devoted 
to profit and loss statements and other write-up work. This firm 
takes on small clients in the hope that they will grow in size, at 
which time fees are raised. They feel that the small companies 
either develop or go out of business. Because of the volume, how­
ever, they plan to turn down new clients whose work would not 
justify a minimum of $600 a year in fees.
The firm feels the competitive impact of the public accounting 
and bookkeeping firms and is reluctant to raise rates rapidly. The 
senior partner doesn’t want to abandon write-up work, since he 
feels it is all part of the profession. However, due to a manpower 
shortage, the partners find it difficult to avoid becoming involved.
The senior partner was an individual practitioner for 17 years 
(after seven years’ experience as a staff accountant) until he ad­
mitted two young staff men to partnership several years ago. The 
firm now employs two staff men. Since the firm cannot compete for 
staff on a dollar for dollar basis with larger firms, the senior partner 
tries to hire young men who can qualify as partners within seven 
or eight years.
None of the partners have college degrees (in fact, one was 
employed immediately after high school), but all studied college 
level accounting at night school for several years. The junior part­
ners, in their early thirties, have had from 11 to 13 years experience, 
all of which was gained with this firm, and earn $10-11,000 on 
the basis of 2,200 “chargeable” hours (they have virtually no non- 
“chargeable” time). With 1,500 “chargeable” hours and about 
1,000 hours spent on tax research, administration and client rela­
tions, the senior partner, who is in his late forties, has been averag­
ing about $13,000 during the last few years.
Five Partners • Large Eastern City
Over half of the “chargeable” time of this firm (operating for 
more than 40 years) is devoted to tax work (including preparation 
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of returns where an audit report has not been furnished and dis­
cussions with representatives of the Internal Revenue Service) and 
about a third of the time to “opinion” audits. Some systems and 
budgetary work and a very small amount of bookkeeping and 
write-ups is performed.
The two senior partners (one of whom is inactive) sold portions 
of their interest to their staff men, so that all five partners now share 
equally in the profits of the firm. All of the active firm members 
have had college training in accounting, but two do not have 
degrees. They range in age from 35 to 60 and in public accounting 
experience from 11 to 33 years. Each earned about $13,000 in
1956 on the firm’s gross billing of $140,000. (The firm’s net is 
about 45% of the gross income.)
Since fees had not been increased for eight years, an across-the- 
board increase of 25% in the rates was put into effect in January,
1957 for both staff and partners. The partners expect that their 
own net should increase by the same amount for 1957, since they 
do not anticipate much increase in overhead costs for the year.
“Chargeable” time of three of the partners averages about 1,850 
hours per year, with less than 100 hours devoted to other aspects 
of the practice. The remaining active partner devotes about 800 
hours a year to administration and averages about 1,450 “charge­
able” hours.
Five Partners • Medium Size M idwestern City
This firm consists of three general partners and two junior part­
ners with no investment, eight staff and a small branch office. It 
originated about 16 years ago, with two of the present partners in 
the original partnership. Within the past seven years the third 
senior partner and the junior partners were admitted to the firm, 
after serving some time as staff men. They believe in giving prom­
ising staff men every opportunity to progress within the organiza­
tion; evidenced by the fact that one of the partners originally joined 
the staff as a typist.
Over half of the firm’s time is devoted to auditing, about one 
fourth to tax work, and roughly 10% to systems, budget work and
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financial advice. Although they do some bookkeeping and monthly 
statements, such work probably does not account for more than five 
percent of the time charged.
Rates are set to yield a 25% net on both staff and partners’ 
time, over and above their salaries and overhead allocation. The 
firm carries a number of fringe benefits for the staff, and a retire­
ment plan was recently established for the partners, one of whom 
is approaching retirement age.
The junior partners, one with a degree and the other a business 
college graduate, each have about 15 years public accounting ex­
perience (almost all of which was gained with the firm) and earn 
between $10,000 and $12,500 per year. One is in his mid-forties, 
and the younger in his late thirties.
The three senior partners range in age from the late forties to 
the mid-sixties. One is a business school graduate while the others 
have some teaching experience in addition to their college degrees. 
Two of them have, roughly, 20 years public accounting experience, 
while the other has been in practice for 34 years. Although their 
incomes vary according to the size of their investment in the firm, 
the senior partners’ average income is about $22,000 per year.
Seven Partner Firm • Medium Size M idwestern City
In the 30 years since the original two man partnership was 
formed, this firm has added five partners (including three younger 
men during the past five years) and now employs over 20 staff men.
About 20% of the “chargeable” time is devoted to management 
services, especially in the areas of business advice, systems and 
budgeting. Auditing engagements account for about 65% of the 
time and tax work (where no report is involved) the remainder. 
This firm does no write-up or bookkeeping work. Although stand­
ard hourly rates are used as a guide, the nature of the work done is 
an important factor in the billing procedure.
Three of the four senior partners are business school graduates 
and one has a bachelor’s degree. The three younger partners all 
have degrees with a major in accounting, and one has a MBA.
The public accounting experience of three of the senior partners
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exceeds 30 years, while the others range between 10 and 15 years. 
In the case of the two junior partners, all of their public accounting 
experience has been with the firm.
Income of Partners
Age Income
Late t h i r t i e s ................................................ $15,000
Middle f o r t i e s ...........................................$22,000
Late fifties; early sixties........................... $35,000
Seven Partners • Large Midwestern City
This is a general practice, offering a complete range of account­
ing services, including bookkeeping. Tax work accounts for roughly 
30% of the time and a separate department under a specialist 
handles this work.
The firm originated about 20 years ago as a merger of two 
individual practitioners, each with roughly 10 years experience. A 
staff man who had about five years experience with the firm was 
admitted 10 years later. Two more staff men became firm members 
a few years later. Within the last two years, two more young super­
visors, in their thirties, became associates.
With a staff of 20 men, about 35% of the gross income of the 
firm goes to the partners in varying amounts.
In addition to allocating the net according to the partnership 
agreement, the partner who is responsible for bringing in new clients 
receives extra compensation equal to 25% of the gross billing to 
the client for four years.
The two original partners, who are about fifty-five years old, 
earn between $35,000 and $40,000 a year. The three younger 
partners, in their forties, are making about $15,000, while the two 
associates net between $10,000 and $12,000 a year.
Although only two of the general partners actually have college 
degrees, the others have had three or more years of college training 
in accounting.
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Appendix A
Incomes of CPA Practitioners and Partners
The income tables for CPAs listed below and on the following pages 
were derived from a general statistical survey made by the Institute in 
May, 1956.
A questionnaire was mailed to the offices (including sole practitioners) 
represented in the Institute membership, to which 2,191 offices replied. 
In addition to figures for regions and the size of community served, the 
distribution is also given according to the size of the offices involved. For 
the purpose of this study, size was determined by the number of CPAs 
(partners and staff) and non-certified staff accountants in each office. 
The smaller offices probably had a higher percentage of reply than the 
larger ones, but no attempt was made to apply correction factors, since 
no information is available on the actual distribution of offices in the dif­
ferent size categories.
The figures represent the number of offices which reported the average 
income of their partners as being within a particular income group.
Median figures are given for each category, rather than a mean aver­
age, since this type of average is not affected by the extremes of the scale. 
As the midpoint of distribution it more nearly represents the “typical”.
TABLE No. 1
National Income Distribution of Practitioners and Partners
Annual Under Age 35 Over Age 35
Income No. of offices % No. of offices %
$5,000- 7,500 197 25.2 166 9.3
7,500-10,000 247 31.6 348 19.5
10,000-12,500 170 21.7 353 19.7
12,500-15,000 101 12.9 301 16.9
15,000-20,000 45 5.8 316 17.7
Over $20,000 22 2.8 302 16.9
Total 782 100.0 1,786 100.0
25% pt. $ 7,481 $ 9,515
Median 9,460 12,716
75% pt. 12,096 16,357
31
T
A
B
L
E
 N
o.
 2
R
eg
io
na
l I
nc
om
e 
D
is
tr
ib
ut
io
n 
of
 P
ra
ct
iti
on
er
s 
an
d 
Pa
rt
ne
rs
N
EW
 E
N
G
LA
N
D
, 
M
ID
D
LE
 A
TL
A
N
TI
C
 A
N
D
 N
O
R
TH
 C
EN
TR
A
L 
R
EG
IO
N
Si
ze
 o
f C
om
m
un
ity
 (
in
 th
ou
sa
nd
s)
A
nn
ua
l 
%
In
co
m
e 
R
eg
io
na
l 
U
nd
er
 1
0 
10
-2
5 
25
-5
0 
50
-1
00
 
10
0-
50
0 
50
0-
1,
00
0 
O
ve
r 
1,
00
0
$(
00
0)
 
A
ve
ra
ge
 
%
 %
 %
 %
 %
 %
 %
Pr
ac
tit
io
ne
rs
 a
nd
 P
ar
tn
er
s 
U
nd
er
 3
5
5-
7.
5 
22
.7
 
33
.3
 
40
.0
 
31
.3
 
20
.0
 
30
.8
 
22
.2
 
13
.6
7.5- 
10
 
32
.2
 
13
.4
 
36
.7
 
37
.5
 
36
.7
 
32
.7
 
29
.7
 
32
.0
10
-1
2.
5 
20
.7
 
20
.0
 
16
.7
 
6.
2 
20
.0
 
21
.2
 
22
.2
 
23
.2
12.5- 
15
 
13
.2
 
33
.3
 
6.
6 
25
.0
 
10
.0
 
9.
6 
14
.8
 
12
.8
15
-2
0 
7.
8 
—
 
—
 
—
 
10
.0
 
3.
8 
7.
4 
12
.8
O
ve
r 2
0 
3.
4 
—
 
—
 
—
 
3.
3 
1.
9 
3.
7 
5.
6
To
ta
l 
10
0.
0 
10
0.
0 
10
0.
0 
10
0.
0 
10
0.
0 
10
0.
0 
10
0.
0 
10
0.
0
25
%
 p
t. 
$ 
7,
67
8 
$ 
6,
85
5 
$ 
6,
56
3 
$ 
7,
00
0 
$7
,8
41
 
$7
,0
31
 
$ 
7,
73
4 
$8
,3
91
M
ed
ia
n 
9,
61
8 
10
,4
17
 
8,
18
2 
8,
75
0 
9,
54
5 
8,
97
1 
9,
84
4 
10
,4
74
75
%
 p
t. 
12
,4
28
 
13
,1
25
 
9,
88
6 
12
,5
00
 
12
,2
92
 
11
,3
64
 
12
,6
56
 
13
,7
11
Pr
ac
tit
io
ne
rs
 a
nd
 P
ar
tn
er
s 
O
ve
r 3
5
5-
7.
5 
7.
7 
24
.2
 
13
.7
 
12
.6
 
3.
2 
7.
5 
9.
7 
4.
1
7.5- 
10
 
18
.6
 
39
.4
 
27
.3
 
27
.0
 
19
.0
 
15
.1
 
18
.1
 
14
.6
10
-1
2.
5 
18
.8
 
15
.2
 
24
.2
 
17
.5
 
15
.9
 
22
.6
 
16
.6
 
17
.5
12.5- 
15
 
16
.9
 
6.
1 
21
.2
 
15
.9
 
15
.9
 
17
.8
 
20
.8
 
16
.3
15
-2
0 
18
.8
 
9.
1 
9.
1 
9.
5 
31
.7
 
19
.9
 
18
.2
 
20
.7
O
ve
r 2
0 
19
.3
 
6.
0 
4.
5 
17
.5
 
14
.3
 
17
.1
 
16
.6
 
26
.8
To
ta
l 
10
0.
0 
10
0.
0 
10
0.
0 
10
0.
0 
10
0.
0 
10
0.
0 
10
0.
0 
10
0.
0
25
%
 p
t. 
$ 
9,
82
7 
$ 
7,
54
8 
$ 
8,
54
2 
$ 
7,
64
0 
$1
0,
43
8 
$1
0,
20
8 
$ 
9,
61
5 
$1
0,
88
6
M
ed
ia
n 
13
,2
32
 
9,
13
5 
10
,9
34
 
11
,4
77
 
14
,3
75
 
13
,1
73
 
13
,1
67
 
14
,6
08
75
%
 p
t. 
18
,4
77
 
11
,8
75
 
13
,6
61
 
16
,0
42
 
18
,3
13
 
17
,6
29
 
17
,6
29
 
20
,0
00
*
* 
In
di
ca
te
s 
ov
er
 $
20
,0
00
.
32
T
A
B
LE
 N
o.
 2
 —
 C
on
tin
ue
d
SO
U
TH
EA
ST
, 
SO
U
TH
 A
N
D
 S
O
U
TH
W
ES
T 
R
EG
IO
N
Si
ze
 o
f C
om
m
un
ity
 (
in
 th
ou
sa
nd
s)
A
nn
ua
l 
R
eg
io
na
l
In
co
m
e 
A
ve
ra
ge
 
U
nd
er
 1
0 
10
-2
5 
25
-5
0 
50
-1
00
 
10
0-
50
0 
50
0-
1,
00
0 
O
ve
r 
1,
00
0
$(
00
0)
 
%
 %
 %
 %
 %
 %
 %
 %
Pr
ac
tit
io
ne
rs
 a
nd
 P
ar
tn
er
s 
U
nd
er
 3
5
5-
7.
5 
28
.3
 
37
.9
 
38
.7
 
31
.3
 
26
.1
 
21
.4
 
27
.5
 
14
.2
7.5- 
10
 
26
.6
 
34
.6
 
19
.4
 
25
.0
 
30
.4
 
28
.0
 
25
.0
 
14
.2
10
-1
2.
5 
24
.9
 
17
.2
 
22
.6
 
18
.8
 
34
.8
 
28
.0
 
25
.0
 
28
.6
12.5- 
15
 
13
.5
 
6.
9 
16
.1
 
15
.6
 
8.
7 
17
.3
 
10
.0
 
14
.2
15
-2
0 
5.
1 
3.
4 
3.
2 
9.
3 
—
 
4.
0 
10
.0
 
—
O
ve
r 2
0 
1.
7 
—
 
—
 
—
 
—
 
1.3
 
2.
5 
28
.6
To
ta
l 
10
0.
0 
10
0.
0 
10
0.
0 
10
0.
0 
10
0.
0 
10
0.
0 
10
0.
0 
10
0.
0
25
%
 p
t. 
$7
,2
11
 
$ 
6,
64
8 
$6
,6
15
 
$ 
7,
00
0 
$ 
7,
39
6 
$ 
7,
82
7 
$ 
7,
27
3 
$9
,3
75
M
ed
ia
n 
9,
54
4 
8,
37
5 
8,
95
8 
9,
37
5 
9,
46
4 
10
,0
60
 
9,
75
0 
11
,8
75
75
%
 p
t. 
12
,0
23
 
10
,3
75
 
11
,8
75
 
12
,5
00
 
14
,4
53
 
12
,2
92
 
12
,2
50
 
20
,0
00
*
Pr
ac
tit
io
ne
rs
 a
nd
 P
ar
tn
er
s 
O
ve
r 3
5
5-
7.
5 
11
.3
 
28
.0
 
8.
3 
13
.7
 
9.
1 
8.
9 
12
.0
 
11
.1
7.5- 
10
 
18
.5
 
20
.0
 
27
.2
 
21
.6
 
18
.2
 
19
.3
 
13
.0
 
11
.1
10
-1
2.
5 
21
.7
 
20
.0
 
14
.5
 
19
.6
 
18
.2
 
20
.7
 
29
.3
 
26
.0
12.5- 
15
 
18
.3
 
16
.0
 
23
.0
 
15
.7
 
25
.5
 
16
.6
 
17
.4
 
14
.8
15
-2
0 
15
.1
 
4.
0 
12
.5
 
9.
8 
21
.8
 
15
.9
 
16
.3
 
18
.5
O
ve
r 2
0 
15
.1
 
12
.0
 
14
.5
 
19
.6
 
7.
2 
18
.6
 
12
.0
 
18
.5
To
ta
l 
10
0.
0 
10
0.
0 
10
0.
0 
10
0.
0 
10
0.
0 
10
0.
0 
10
0.
0 
10
0.
0
25
%
 p
t. 
$ 
9,
35
2 
$ 
7,
23
2 
$ 
9,
03
8 
$ 
8,
80
7 
$ 
8,
68
8 
$ 
9,
57
6 
$1
0,
00
0 
$1
0,
26
8
M
ed
ia
n 
12
,3
31
 
10
,2
50
 
12
,5
00
 
11
,8
75
 
12
,9
49
 
12
,6
56
 
12
,5
00
 
12
,8
13
75
%
 p
t. 
16
,7
35
 
13
,5
94
 
15
,8
33
 
17
,2
50
 
15
,9
38
 
17
,9
89
 
16
,0
00
 
20
,0
00
*
♦ 
In
di
ca
te
s 
ov
er
 $
20
,0
00
.
33
T
A
B
L
E
 N
o.
 2
—
 C
on
tin
ue
d
R
eg
io
na
l I
nc
om
e 
D
is
tr
ib
ut
io
n 
of
 P
ra
ct
iti
on
er
s 
an
d 
Pa
rt
ne
rs
W
ES
T 
C
EN
TR
A
L,
 G
R
EA
T 
PL
A
IN
S,
 A
N
D
 M
O
U
N
TA
IN
 R
EG
IO
N
 
 
Si
ze
 o
f C
om
m
un
ity
 (
in
 th
ou
sa
nd
s)
A
nn
ua
l 
R
eg
io
na
l
In
co
m
e 
A
ve
ra
ge
 
U
nd
er
 1
0 
10
-2
5 
25
-5
0 
50
-1
00
 
10
0-
50
0 
50
0-
1,
00
0 
O
ve
r 
1,
00
0
$(
00
0)
 
%
 
%
 
%
 
%
 
% 
%
 
%
 
%
Pr
ac
tit
io
ne
rs
 a
nd
 P
ar
tn
er
s 
U
nd
er
 3
5
5-
7.
5 
23
.5
 
54
.5
 
30
.0
 
50
.0
 
14
.3
 
13
.0
 
17
.6
 
5.
0
7.5- 
10
 
39
.4
 
18
.2
 
55
.0
 
28
.6
 
57
.1
 
47
.9
 
41
.2
 
20
.0
10
-1
2.
5 
16
.8
 
9.
1 
10
.0
 
7.
1 
14
.3
 
17
.4
 
29
.4
 
25
 0
12.5- 
15
 
11
.8
 
9.
1 
5.
0 
14
.3
 
14
.3
 
17
.4
 
—
 
20
.0
15
-2
0 
4.
2 
—
 
—
 
—
 
—
 
-
 
11
.8
 
15
.0
O
ve
r 2
0 
4.
2 
9.
1 
—
 
—
 
—
 
4.
3 
__
 
15
.0
To
ta
l 
10
0.
0 
10
0.
0 
10
0.
0 
10
0.
0 
10
0.
0 
10
0.
0 
10
0.
0 
10
0.
0
25
%
 p
t. 
$ 
7,
59
3 
$ 
6,
14
6 
$ 
7,
08
3 
$ 
6,
25
0 
$ 
7,
96
9 
$ 
8,
12
5 
$ 
7,
94
6 
$1
0,
00
0
M
ed
ia
n 
9,
17
6 
7,
35
8 
8,
40
9 
7,
50
0 
9,
06
5 
9,
43
1 
9,
46
5 
12
,5
00
75
%
 p
t. 
11
,7
81
 
10
,6
25
 
9,
54
5 
9,
68
8 
10
,6
25
 
12
,0
31
 
11
,3
55
 
16
,6
66
Pr
ac
tit
io
ne
rs
 a
nd
 P
ar
tn
er
s 
O
ve
r 3
5
5-
7.
5 
8.
6 
27
.6
 
12
.0
 
13
.3
 
—
 
7.
2 
4.
8 
2 
0
7.
5-
10
 
 22
.7
 
44
.9
 
20
.0
 
20
.0
 
25
.0
 
20
.0
 
28
.6
 
98
10
-1
2.
5 
18
.4
 
24
.1
 
16
.0
 
20
.0
 
16
.7
 
18
.2
 
21
.4
 
13
7
12
.5
-1
5 
13
.3
 
3.
4 
12
.0
 
16
.7
 
20
.8
 
16
.4
 
14
.3
 
98
15
-2
0 
18
.0
 
—
 
28
.0
 
30
.0
 
12
.5
 
16
.4
 
11
.9
 
25
5
O
ve
r 2
0 
19
.1
 
—
 
12
.0
 
—
 
25
.0
 
21
.8
 
19
.0
 
39
.2
To
ta
l 
10
0.
0 
10
0.
0 
10
0.
0 
10
0.
0 
10
0.
0 
10
0.
0 
10
0.
0 
10
0.
0
25
%
 p
t. 
$9
,3
10
 
$ 
7,
26
6 
$9
,1
25
 
$ 
8,
95
8 
$ 
9,
00
0 
$9
,7
16
 
$9
,2
71
 
$1
2,
41
1
M
ed
ia
n 
12
,5
74
 
8,
75
0 
12
,9
17
 
12
,0
83
 
13
,5
00
 
13
,1
94
 
11
,9
44
 
17
,8
85
75
%
 p
t. 
18
,3
70
 
10
,2
68
 
17
,6
79
 
15
,8
33
 
20
,0
00
 
19
,0
28
 
17
,5
00
 
20
,0
00
*
* 
In
di
ca
te
s 
ov
er
 $
20
,0
00
.
34
T
A
B
L
E
 N
o.
 2
 —
 C
on
tin
ue
d
PA
C
IF
IC
 C
O
A
ST
 R
EG
IO
N
Si
ze
 o
f C
om
m
un
ity
 (
in
 th
ou
sa
nd
s)
A
nn
ua
l 
R
eg
io
na
l
In
co
m
e 
A
ve
ra
ge
 
U
nd
er
 1
0 
10
-2
5 
25
-5
0 
50
-1
00
 
10
0-
50
0 
50
0-
1,
00
0 
O
ve
r 
1,
00
0
$(
00
0)
 
%
 %
 %
 %
 %
 %
 %
 %
Pr
ac
tit
io
ne
rs
 a
nd
 P
ar
tn
er
s 
U
nd
er
 3
5
5-
7.
5 
26
.7
 
50
.0
 
38
.6
 
35
.8
 
26
.7
 
27
.8
 
30
.0
 
12
.2
7.5- 
10
 
32
.1
 
30
.0
 
30
.8
 
21
.4
 
13
.3
 
33
.4
 
35
.0
 
41
.6
10
-1
2.
5 
22
.9
 
10
.0
 
7.
6 
28
.6
 
46
.8
 
22
.2
 
20
.0
 
22
.0
12.5- 
15
 
12
.2
 
—
 
15
.4
 
7.
1 
6.
6 
16
.7
 
15
.0
 
14
.6
15
-2
0 
3.
8 
10
.0
 
7.
6 
7.
1 
—
 
—
 
—
 
4.
8
O
ve
r 2
0 
2.
3 
—
 
—
 
—
 
6.
6 
—
 
—
 
4.
8
To
ta
l 
10
0.
0 
10
0.
0 
10
0.
0 
10
0.
0 
10
0.
0 
10
0.
0 
10
0.
0 
10
0.
0
25
%
 p
t. 
$ 
7,
33
9 
$ 
6,
25
0 
$ 
6,
62
5 
$ 
6,
75
0 
$ 
7,
34
4 
$ 
7,
25
0 
$ 
7,
08
4 
$ 
8,
27
2
M
ed
ia
n 
9,
31
5 
7,
50
0 
8,
43
8 
9,
16
6 
10
,5
36
 
9,
16
6 
8,
92
9 
9,
77
9
75
%
 p
t. 
11
,7
70
 
9,
58
3 
11
,8
75
 
11
,5
63
 
11
,8
75
 
11
,5
63
 
11
,2
50
 
10
,9
72
Pr
ac
tit
io
ne
rs
 a
nd
 P
ar
tn
er
s 
O
ve
r 3
5
5-
7.
5 
10
.9
 
7.
1 
16
.7
 
16
.7
 
9.
1 
13
.9
 
14
.0
 
4.
3
7.5- 
10
 
20
.3
 
21
.4
 
22
.2
 
37
.5
 
39
.4
 
15
.3
 
24
.6
 
9.
6
10
-1
2.
5 
20
.6
 
28
.7
 
41
.7
 
20
.8
 
21
.2
 
22
.2
 
14
.0
 
13
.8
12.5- 
15
 
17
.6
 
21
.4
 
11
.1
 
12
.5
 
18
.2
 
23
.6
 
8.
8 
21
.3
15
-2
0 
18
.5
 
7.
1 
5.
6 
8.
3 
9.
1 
13
.9
 
28
.1
 
28
.7
O
ve
r 2
0 
12
.1
 
14
.3
 
2.
7 
4.
2 
3.
0 
11
.1
 
10
.5
 
22
.3
To
ta
l 
10
0.
0 
10
0.
0 
10
0.
0 
10
0.
0 
10
0.
0 
10
0.
0 
10
0.
0 
10
0.
0
25
%
 p
t. 
$ 
9,
20
5 
$ 
9,
58
3 
$ 
8,
43
8 
$ 
8,
05
5 
$ 
8,
51
0 
$ 
9,
31
8 
$ 
8,
61
6 
$1
1,
97
1
M
ed
ia
n 
12
,2
79
 
11
,8
75
 
10
,6
66
 
9,
72
2 
10
,1
79
 
10
,2
34
 
12
,0
31
 
15
,1
85
75
%
 p
t. 
16
,5
16
 
14
,5
83
 
12
,1
66
 
12
,5
00
 
13
,2
29
 
15
,0
00
 
17
,4
22
 
19
,3
98
35
T
A
B
L
E
 N
o.
 3
N
at
io
na
l I
nc
om
e 
D
is
tr
ib
ut
io
n 
of
 P
ra
ct
iti
on
er
s 
an
d 
Pa
rt
ne
rs
 A
cc
or
di
ng
 to
 S
iz
e 
of
 O
ff
ic
e
1 
C
PA
 
1 
C
PA
 
1 
C
PA
 
2-
4 
C
PA
s 
2-
4 
C
PA
s 
2-
4 
C
PA
s 
2-
4 
C
PA
s 
5-
9 
C
PA
s 
5-
9 
C
PA
s 
5-
9 
C
PA
s 
10
 o
r m
or
e 
A
nn
ua
l 
0-
1 
2-
9 
0-
1 
2-
4 
5
+
 
0-
4 
5
+
 
C
PA
s
In
co
m
e 
sta
ff 
sta
ff 
T
ot
al
 
sta
ff
 
sta
ff
 
sta
ff
 
T
ot
al
 
sta
ff
 
sta
ff
 
T
ot
al
$(
00
0)
 
%
 %
 %
 %
 %
 %
 %
 %
 
%
 
%
 
%
Pr
ac
tit
io
ne
rs
 a
nd
 P
ar
tn
er
s 
U
nd
er
 3
5
5-
7.
5 
41
.7
 
23
.3
 
36
.9
 
37
.0
 
17
.4
 
10
.5
 
23
.7
 
8.
2 
5.
9 
7.
0 
7.
7
7.5- 
10
 
32
.5
 
31
.5
 
32
.3
 
29
.4
 
36
.0
 
29
.8
 
32
.6
 
32
.7
 
27
.5
 
30
.0
 
30
.8
10
-1
2 
5 
14
.2
 
26
.0
 
17
.2
 
20
.3
 
25
.9
 
24
.6
 
23
.7
 
26
.5
 
23
.5
 
25
.0
 
19
.2
12.5- 
15
 
8.
7 
15
.1
 
10
.4
 
9.
8 
13
.8
 
19
.3
 
13
.1
 
16
.3
 
19
.6
 
18
.0
 
15
.4
15
-2
0 
1.9
 
1.
4 
1.
8 
2.
8 
2.
1 
14
.0
 
4.
1 
14
.3
 
17
.6
 
16
.0
 
11
.5
O
ve
r 2
0 
1.
0 
2.
7 
1.
4 
.7
 
4.
8 
1.
8 
2.
8 
2.
0 
5.
9 
4.
0 
15
.4
To
ta
l 
10
0.
0 
10
0.
0 
10
0.
0 
10
0.
0 
10
0.
0 
10
0.
0 
10
0.
0 
10
0.
0 
10
0.
0 
10
0.
0 
10
0.
0
25
%
 p
t. 
$ 
6,
48
5 
$ 
7,
63
6 
$ 
6,
63
4 
$ 
6,
68
6 
$ 
8,
02
4 
$ 
8,
71
3 
$ 
7,
60
3 
$ 
8,
79
5 
$ 
9,
24
1 
$ 
9,
00
0 
$ 
8,
90
6
M
ed
ia
n 
8,
13
4 
9,
61
9 
8,
51
4 
8,
60
1 
9,
76
1 
10
,9
82
 
9,
51
8 
10
,8
65
 
11
,7
71
 
11
,3
00
 
11
,5
00
75
%
 p
t. 
10
,1
29
 
11
,9
41
 
10
,4
51
 
11
,0
56
 
12
,0
79
 
13
,8
07
 
11
,9
77
 
13
,6
72
 
14
,0
13
 
14
,3
05
 
15
,3
13
Pr
ac
tit
io
ne
rs
 a
nd
 P
ar
tn
er
s 
O
ve
r 3
5
5-
7.
5 
22
.3
 
4.
6 
16
.0
 
9.
5 
4.
2 
.8
 
5.
7 
—
 
—
 
—
 
—
7 
5-
10
 
29
.2
 
26
.4
 
28
.3
 
25
.5
 
10
.9
 
4.
1 
15
.4
 
4.
6 
3.
1 
3.
7 
3.
8
10
-1
2 
5 
21
.3
 
22
.9
 
21
.8
 
22
.0
 
21
.2
 
9.
1 
19
.6
 
10
.3
 
13
.1
 
12
.0
 
—
12
 5
-1
5 
13
.5
 
21
.5
 
16
.3
 
18
.0
 
20
.1
 
14
.9
 
18
.5
 
20
.7
 
15
.4
 
17
.5
 
7.
5
15
-2
0 
9.
2 
14
.8
 
11
.2
 
14
.2
 
24
.3
 
28
.9
 
21
.2
 
25
.3
 
25
.4
 
25
.3
 
22
.7
O
ve
r 2
0 
4.
5 
9.
8 
6.
4 
10
.8
 
19
.3
 
42
.2
 
19
.6
 
39
.1
 
43
.0
 
41
.5
 
66
.0
To
ta
l 
10
0.
0 
10
0.
0 
10
0.
0 
10
0.
0 
10
0.
0 
10
0.
0 
10
0.
0 
10
0.
0 
10
0.
0 
10
0.
0 
10
0.
0
25
%
 p
t. 
$ 
7,
73
3 
$ 
9,
43
3 
$ 
8,
30
0 
$ 
9,
03
8 
$1
1,
16
8 
$1
4,
34
0 
$1
0,
50
2 
$1
3,
71
5 
$1
3,
93
8 
$1
3,
83
2 
$1
8,
02
1
M
ed
ia
n 
9,
86
6 
12
,0
77
 
10
,6
61
 
11
,7
24
 
14
,2
01
 
18
,6
43
 
13
,7
59
 
17
,8
41
 
18
,6
36
 
18
,3
18
 
20
,0
00
*
75
%
 p
t. 
12
,8
98
 
14
,9
59
 
13
,8
65
 
15
,0
28
 
18
,8
22
 
20
,0
00
* 
18
,4
30
 
20
,0
00
* 
20
,0
00
* 
20
,0
00
* 
20
,0
00
*
♦ 
In
di
ca
te
s 
ov
er
 $
20
,0
00
.
36
A
pp
en
di
x 
B
In
co
m
es
 o
f 
O
th
er
 P
ro
fe
ss
io
ns
T
A
B
LE
 N
o.
 4
N
et
 In
co
m
es
 o
f L
aw
ye
rs
, D
en
tis
ts
 a
nd
 P
hy
si
ci
an
s 
in
 In
de
pe
nd
en
t P
ra
ct
ic
e 
by
 R
eg
io
n 
an
d 
St
at
e 
(1)
La
w
ye
rs
 
D
en
tis
ts
 
Ph
ys
ic
ia
ns
 
A
ll
19
54
 
19
55
 
19
55
 M
ed
ia
n 
Ty
pe
s
G
en
er
al
 
Sp
ec
ia
lty
 
of
M
ea
n 
M
ed
ia
n 
M
ea
n 
M
ed
ia
n 
Pr
ac
tic
e 
Pr
ac
tic
e 
Pr
ac
tic
e
U
N
IT
ED
 S
TA
TE
S 
$1
0,
29
4 
$ 
7,
55
4 
$1
2,
48
0 
$1
1,
53
3 
U
N
IT
ED
 S
TA
TE
S 
$1
4,
81
7 
$1
8,
01
0 
$1
6,
01
7
N
ew
 E
ng
la
nd
 
8,
98
9 
7,
31
2 
10
,7
36
 
9,
95
5 
N
o
rt
h
ea
st
 
12
,0
40
 
16
,8
33
 
14
,0
39
C
on
ne
ct
ic
ut
 
12
,2
46
 
9,
75
0 
11
,4
52
 
10
,6
00
 
C
on
ne
ct
ic
ut
 
12
,0
50
 
16
,0
50
M
ai
ne
 
* 
* 
* 
* 
M
ai
ne
 
* 
*
M
as
sa
ch
us
et
ts
 
9,
16
7 
7,
59
4 
11
,0
59
 
10
,1
00
 
M
as
sa
ch
us
et
ts
 
11
,6
00
 
14
,4
00
N
ew
 H
am
ps
hi
re
 
* 
* 
* 
* 
N
ew
 H
am
ps
hi
re
 
* 
*
R
ho
de
 Is
la
nd
 
* 
* 
* 
* 
R
ho
de
 Is
la
nd
 
* 
*
V
er
m
on
t 
* 
* 
* 
* 
V
er
m
on
t 
* 
*
M
id
d
le
 E
as
t 
11
,6
40
 
7,
92
2 
10
,8
99
 
9,
99
3
D
el
aw
ar
e 
* 
* 
* 
* 
D
el
aw
ar
e 
* 
*
D
is
t. 
of
 C
ol
um
bi
a 
* 
* 
* 
* 
D
is
t. 
of
 C
ol
um
bi
a 
* 
15
,9
75
M
ar
yl
an
d 
* 
* 
13
,7
44
 
13
,0
00
 
M
ar
yl
an
d 
12
,0
00
 
17
,6
00
N
ew
 Je
rs
ey
 
10
,2
54
 
8,
60
0 
11
,4
60
 
10
,5
00
 
N
ew
 J
er
se
y 
13
,9
00
 
16
,0
50
N
ew
 Y
or
k 
11
,5
37
 
7,
42
8 
10
,6
03
 
9,
86
0 
N
ew
 Y
or
k 
10
,9
68
 
15
,9
63
Pe
nn
sy
lv
an
ia
 
11
,7
47
 
9,
15
0 
10
,0
18
 
9,
70
0 
Pe
nn
sy
lv
an
ia
 
13
,0
06
 
18
,0
20
W
es
t V
irg
in
ia
 
* 
* 
11
,4
98
 
9,
93
3 
W
es
t V
irg
in
ia
 
15
,0
00
 
*
So
u
th
ea
st
 
8,
43
5 
6,
21
5 
12
,4
24
 
11
,8
50
 
So
u
th
ea
st
 
14
,5
50
 
18
,2
25
 
16
,0
26
A
la
ba
m
a 
* 
* 
12
,2
37
 
11
,1
10
 
A
la
ba
m
a 
* 
18
,9
75
A
rk
an
sa
s 
* 
* 
* 
* 
A
rk
an
sa
s 
* 
*
Fl
or
id
a 
8,
11
1 
5,
42
9 
14
,2
47
 
13
,9
00
 
Fl
or
id
a 
13
,9
00
 
17
,0
25
G
eo
rg
ia
 
* 
* 
13
,9
69
 
15
,0
00
 
G
eo
rg
ia
 
17
,0
50
 
18
,5
00
K
en
tu
ck
y 
* 
* 
10
,9
66
 
9,
90
0 
K
en
tu
ck
y 
* 
*
Lo
ui
si
an
a 
* 
* 
12
,2
96
 
10
,6
00
 
Lo
ui
si
an
a 
* 
17
,5
50
M
iss
iss
ip
pi
 
* 
* 
* 
* 
M
iss
iss
ip
pi
 
10
,4
50
 
*
N
or
th
 C
ar
ol
in
a 
* 
* 
12
,6
37
 
10
,9
75
 
N
or
th
 C
ar
ol
in
a 
15
,5
17
 
20
,0
00
So
ut
h 
C
ar
ol
in
a 
* 
* 
* 
* 
So
ut
h 
C
ar
ol
in
a 
* 
*
Te
nn
es
se
e 
* 
* 
10
,4
35
 
9,
90
0 
Te
nn
es
se
e 
16
,1
50
 
20
,5
00
V
irg
in
ia
 
8,
55
2 
6,
75
0 
12
,4
61
 
12
,2
50
 
V
irg
in
ia
 
14
,2
50
 
18
,2
50
37
TA
B
L
E
 N
o.
 4
 —
 C
on
tin
ue
d
N
et
 In
co
m
es
 o
f L
aw
ye
rs
, D
en
tis
ts
 a
nd
 P
hy
si
ci
an
s 
in
 In
de
pe
nd
en
t P
ra
ct
ic
e 
by
 R
eg
io
n 
an
d 
St
at
e 
(1)
La
w
ye
rs
 
D
en
tis
ts
 
Ph
ys
ic
ia
ns
 
A
ll
19
54
 
19
55
 
19
55
 M
ed
ia
n 
Ty
pe
s
G
en
er
al
 
Sp
ec
ia
lty
 
of
M
ea
n 
M
ed
ia
n 
M
ea
n 
M
ed
ia
n 
Pr
ac
tic
e 
Pr
ac
tic
e 
Pr
ac
tic
e
C
en
tr
a
l 
$1
0,
14
2 
$ 
7,
82
3 
$1
2,
39
4 
$1
1,
74
3 
M
id
w
es
t 
$1
6,
97
5 
$2
0,
23
8 
$1
8,
03
7
Ill
in
oi
s 
11
,3
73
 
8,
69
6 
12
,1
54
 
11
,4
50
 
Ill
in
oi
s 
17
,9
25
 
18
,9
75
In
di
an
a 
10
,5
86
 
7,
92
9 
13
,2
15
 
12
,6
00
 
In
di
an
a 
18
,0
33
 
18
,0
50
Io
w
a 
8,
00
9 
6,
21
4 
12
,0
25
 
10
,3
00
 
Io
w
a 
15
,8
67
 
21
,0
50
M
ic
hi
ga
n 
10
,1
33
 
8,
45
5 
13
,8
41
 
12
,4
17
 
M
ic
hi
ga
n 
20
,9
75
 
25
,0
25
M
in
ne
so
ta
 
9,
61
2 
7,
06
2 
10
,8
75
 
10
,3
50
 
M
in
ne
so
ta
 
16
,0
50
 
*
M
is
so
ur
i 
10
,6
68
 
8,
18
8 
12
,8
47
 
11
,0
21
 
M
is
so
ur
i 
17
,0
25
 
18
,0
00
O
hi
o 
10
,0
53
 
8,
07
1 
13
,1
27
 
12
,4
80
 
O
hi
o 
15
,1
00
 
22
,0
00
W
is
co
ns
in
 
8,
77
3 
6,
72
9 
10
,5
74
 
9,
62
5 
W
is
co
ns
in
 
15
,5
50
 
22
,9
00
N
o
r
th
w
es
t 
8,
76
8 
6,
79
0 
11
,5
29
 
10
,9
00
 
W
es
t 
16
,0
44
 
18
,0
37
 
17
,0
35
C
ol
or
ad
o 
9,
27
3 
8,
25
0 
12
,2
03
 
12
,0
00
 
C
ol
or
ad
o 
* 
*
Id
ah
o 
* 
* 
* 
* 
Id
ah
o 
* 
*
K
an
sa
s 
8,
78
2 
6,
78
6 
12
,3
55
 
12
,3
00
 
K
an
sa
s 
(2
) 
17
,6
50
 
*
M
on
ta
na
 
* 
* 
* 
* 
M
on
ta
na
 
* 
*
N
eb
ra
sk
a 
* 
* 
9,
93
5 
9,
10
0 
N
eb
ra
sk
a 
16
,4
75
 
*
N
or
th
 D
ak
ot
a 
* 
* 
* 
* 
N
or
th
 D
ak
ot
a 
(2
) 
* 
*
So
ut
h 
D
ak
ot
a 
* 
* 
* 
* 
So
ut
h 
D
ak
ot
a 
(2
) 
* 
*
U
ta
h 
* 
* 
10
,6
21
 
10
,0
25
 
U
ta
h 
* 
*
W
yo
m
in
g 
* 
* 
* 
* 
W
yo
m
in
g 
* 
*
So
u
th
w
es
t 
9,
58
5 
6,
75
0 
13
,4
26
 
12
,3
75
A
riz
on
a 
* 
* 
* 
* 
A
riz
on
a 
* 
*
N
ew
 M
ex
ic
o 
* 
* 
* 
* 
N
ew
 M
ex
ic
o 
* 
*
O
kl
ah
om
a 
* 
* 
12
,0
91
 
11
,6
00
 
O
kl
ah
om
a 
* 
*
Te
xa
s 
9,
68
7 
6,
36
5 
13
,3
06
 
12
,4
00
 
Te
xa
s 
15
,9
67
 
18
,0
40
Fa
r 
W
es
t 
12
,4
49
 
9,
54
0 
15
,9
91
 
15
,2
00
C
al
ifo
rn
ia
 
13
,4
64
 
10
,1
88
 
16
,7
56
 
15
,9
53
 
C
al
ifo
rn
ia
 
17
,0
25
 
17
,9
92
N
ev
ad
a 
* 
* 
* 
* 
N
ev
ad
a 
* 
*
O
re
go
n 
* 
* 
13
,2
73
 
12
,4
50
 
O
re
go
n 
* 
*
W
as
hi
ng
to
n 
9,
38
7 
8,
43
8 
14
,2
98
 
14
,0
00
 
W
as
hi
ng
to
n 
* 
*
(1
) 
So
u
rc
e:
 “
In
co
m
es
 o
f L
aw
ye
rs
 in
 th
e 
Po
st
w
ar
 P
er
io
d”
, S
ur
ve
y 
of
 C
ur
re
nt
 B
us
in
es
s, 
D
ec
em
be
r, 
19
56
. 
Su
rv
ey
 c
on
du
ct
ed
 b
y 
th
e 
O
ffi
ce
 o
f 
B
us
in
es
s 
Ec
on
om
ic
s, 
U
.S
. D
ep
ar
tm
en
t o
f 
C
om
m
er
ce
 in
 c
oo
pe
ra
tio
n 
w
ith
 t
he
 A
m
er
ic
an
 B
ar
 A
ss
oc
ia
tio
n;
 “
Th
e 
19
56
 S
ur
ve
y 
of
 D
en
ta
l 
Pr
ac
tic
e”
, 
A
m
er
ic
an
 D
en
ta
l 
A
ss
oc
ia
tio
n,
 
N
ov
em
be
r, 
19
56
; 
“Y
ar
ds
tic
ks
 f
or
 Y
ou
r 
Pr
ac
tic
e”
, b
as
ed
 o
n 
M
ed
ic
al
 E
co
no
m
ic
s 
8t
h 
Q
ua
dr
en
ni
al
 S
ur
ve
y,
 M
ed
ic
al
 E
co
no
m
ic
s 
m
ag
az
in
e,
 O
ct
ob
er
, 
19
56
.
(2
) 
Th
es
e 
st
at
es
 a
re
 i
nc
lu
de
d 
in
 t
he
 M
id
w
es
t 
re
gi
on
 i
n 
th
e 
M
ed
ic
al
 E
co
no
m
ic
s 
Su
rv
ey
. 
Th
ey
 a
re
 p
os
iti
on
ed
 in
 th
is
 ta
bl
e 
un
de
r W
es
t f
or
 e
as
y 
co
m
pa
ris
on
.
* 
In
su
ff
ic
ie
nt
 d
at
a 
fo
r 
se
pa
ra
te
 li
st
in
g,
 b
ut
 in
cl
ud
ed
 in
 r
eg
io
na
l 
fig
ur
es
.
38
Appendix C
Incomes of Financial Executives
TABLE No. 5
Incomes of Financial Executives by Company Income Groups (1)
Gross Income 
of Company 
(in millions
of dollars)
1950 1954
25% pt.
$
Median
$
75% pt.'
$
25% pt.
$
Median
$
75% pt.' 
$
FINANCIAL OFFICER (2) 
Under 5 7,000 9,300 13,000 8,200 11,600 18,500
5-25 10,400 15,000 20,000 12,000 17,000 25,000
Over 25 20,000 27,500 40,000 21,800 30,300 49,000
Compensation of 
all financial 
officers 12,000 15,000
ASSISTANT FINANCIAL 
Under 5 6,300
OFFICER (2)
7,400 9,000 7,800 9,000 12,000
5-25 7,500 9,000 11,200 10,000 11,500 15,500
Over 25 13,500 16,500 19,000 13,900 18,500 23,500
Compensation of 
all assistant 
financial officers 10,100 13,600
AUDITOR
Under 5 4,800 5,500 6,000 5,500 6,000 7,600
5-25 5,200 6,600 8,300 6,700 8,200 9,400
Over 25 7,300 9,000 11,100 9,300 10,000 13,500
Compensation of 
all auditors __ 6,000 __ 8,000 -
(1) Source: Executive Compensation, A Dartnell Survey, Copyright 1955. The Dartnell Cor­
poration.
(2) In companies that have both a treasurer and a controller, the controller is usually the treas­
urer’s assistant or the number two financial officer. However, the exceptions are plentiful 
enough to indicate that the chief financial officer may be called by either name. To avoid the 
confusion bound to arise when the titles “ treasurer” and “controller” are used, this table refers 
to “financial officer” and “ assistant financial officer”  instead.
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TABLE No. 6
Incomes of Financial Executives by Major Industry Group (1)
Company Sales Groups 
(in millions)
Mean Average Total Compensation 
(in thousands)
Durable Goods Non-durable Goods Wholesale &
Manufacturing Manufacturing Retail Trade
TOP FINANCIAL EXECUTIVE
Under $5 $18.9 $16.0 $22.8
$5-25 27.4 28.1 25.2
$25-100 42.5 41.8 41.1
$100-500 58.7 54.1 59.4
Over $500 118.7 87.9 89.9
TREASURER
Under $5 $10.5 $ 9.9 $ 9.4
$5-25 15.4 15.2 15.6
$25-100 23.8 25.2 21.2
$100-500 33.9 30.8 32.0
Over $500 62.3 55.8 37.6
CONTROLLER
Under $5 $ 9.4 $ 8.7 $12.0
$5-25 13.4 13.8 11.8
$25-100 20.6 20.6 20.1
$100-500 33.3 27.5 26.1
Over $500 67.8 49.0 65.8
(1) Source: Executive Compensation Service, Top Management Survey, Copyright 1955. Ameri­
can Management Association. Released for private use of AICPA members who are in prac­
tice as senior partners or practitioners.
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TABLE No. 7
Incomes of Financial Executives in Finance and 
Insurance Companies (1)
Total Asset Groups 
(in millions)
Banks & Trust 
Companies
Mean Average Total Compensation 
(in thousands)
Finance
Companies
Insurance 
Carriers— 
General (2)
TREASURER
Under $75 $12.1 $20.9 $12.8
$75-150 15.5 21.6 15.3
$150-300 13.9 36.3 18.5
$300-500 20.8 31.3 21.5
Over $500 32.4 41.7 24.9
CONTROLLER
Under $75 $11.7 $12.9 $ 9.1
$75-150 10.9 21.8 11.7
$150-300 14.8 24.4 14.9
$300-500 18.8 35.4 17.5
Over $500 33.8 45.5 20.8
SENIOR AUDITOR
Under $75 $ 8.3 $ 9.6 $ 7.4
$75-150 8.8 9.8 8.5
$150-300 9.5 12.8 9.4
$300-500 11.9 13.7 10.8
Over $500 14.6 17.9 10.5
(1) Source: Executive Compensation Service, Top Management Survey, Copyright 1955. Ameri­
can Management Association. Released for the private use of AICPA members in practice as 
senior partners or sole proprietors.
(2) Excludes Life Insurance Carriers.
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Appendix D
Incomes of Employees in Major Fields of Business(1)
TABLE No. 9
Average Starting Salaries for College Men
Field
Number
Companies
Reporting
$325
or
less
$326
to
$350
$351
to
$375
$376
to
$400
$401
to
$425
$426
to
$450
$451
and
over
Average Start­
ing Salary
1957 1956
Accounting 116 4 9 28 40 26 8 1 $389 $372
Engineering 144 0 0 4 11 25 77 27 433 415
Sales 93 5 18 20 22 14 12 2 385 370
General Business 104 6 16 27 29 19 6 1 382 363
Other Fields 12 — 1 1 3 2 4 1 414 394
Average Starting Salary All Fields..............................................................  401 383
BOTTOM OF RANGE AND TOP OF RANGE IN STARTING SALARIES
Field
No. Companies 
Reporting
Average Bottom 
of Range
Average Top 
of Range
Average
Spread
Accounting 122 $372 $418 $ 46
Engineering 139 405 461 56
Sales 97 368 413 45
General Business 105 371 409 38
Other Fields 12 401 431 30
Average Salary Ranges All Fields. . . ......... 383 426 43
(1) Source: Trends in the Employment o f College and University Graduates in Business and In­
dustry. A  Survey of 200 Well-known Business and Industrial Concerns. Eleventh Annual 
Report 1957 — Northwestern University.
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TABLE No. 10
Earnings of College Men from Previous Graduating Classes
Respondents were asked to estimate, as accurately as possible, the average 
monthly earnings, November 1956, of college men hired from previous 
graduating classes who started in the fields indicated. A tabulation of 
responses follows:
Average Monthly 
Earnings Accounting Engineering Sales
General
Business
Three Years Experience 
Under $400 4
$400-500 49
$501-600 14
$601-700 —
$701-800 —
$801-900 —
$901-1,000 —
Over $1,000 —
Number of
companies reporting 67
Average salary $491
— 7 2
31 29 51
59 16 21
4 — 1
— 1 —
94 54 75
$527 $498 $478
Five Years Experience 
Under $400 —
$400-500 20
$501-600 29
$601-700 13
$701-800 —
$801-900 —
$901-1,000 —
Over $1,000 —
Number of
companies reporting 62
Average salary $549
6
53
33
2
1
15
23
8
2
1
2
18
43
11
2
1
94
$592
52
$599
75
$566
Seven Years Experience 
Under $400 
$400-500 
$501-600 
$601-700 
$701-800 
$801-900 
$901-1,000 
Over $1,000 
Number of 
companies reporting 
Average salary
5
24
10
6
2
2
2
14
59
13
49
$630
88
$650
3
12
20
8
2
2
2
49
$700
5
28
12
10
4
1
60
$640
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TABLE No. 10 — Continued
Average Monthly 
Earnings Accounting Engineering Sales
General
Business
Tert Years Experience
Under $400 __ __ __ —
$400-500 — — — —
$501-600 2 3 2 8
$601-700 10 18 12 13
$701-800 13 33 11 14
$801-900 6 14 4 8
$901-1,000 1 1 4 3
Over $1,000 4 — 4 5
Number of
companies reporting 37 69 37 51
Average salary $778 $740 $826 $768
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TABLE No. 11
Salaries (W eekly) of Senior Bookkeepers (1) 
By Major Metropolitan Areas
EASTERN AND EAST CENTRAL U.S.
Average 25% pt. Median 75% pt. 
City and State $ $ $ $
Albany, New York
Atlantic City, New Jersey 
Boston, Massachusetts 
Bridgeport, Connecticut 
Butler County, Ohio 
Canton, Ohio (Includes Massillon) 
Chester County, Pennsylvania 
Cincinnati, Ohio 
Cleveland, Ohio 
Columbus, Ohio 
Dayton, Ohio 
Decatur, Illinois 
Detroit, Michigan 
Grand Rapids, Michigan 
Harrisburg, Pennsylvania 
Hartford, Connecticut 
Indianapolis, Indiana 
Lancaster, Pennsylvania 
Lansing, Michigan 
Newark, New Jersey 
New Haven, Connecticut 
New York, New York 
Philadelphia, Pennsylvania 
Port Huron, Michigan 
Portland, Maine 
Providence, Rhode Island 
Rockford, Illinois 
South Bend, Indiana 
Springfield, Massachusetts 
Stamford, Connecticut 
Syracuse, New York 
Toledo, Ohio 
Trenton, New Jersey 
Westchester, New York 
Wilmington, Delaware 
Worcester, Massachusetts 
York, Pennsylvania 
Youngstown, Ohio
85 71 89 100
81 65 83 91
76 65 74 85
84 78 82 91
64 50 56 81
85 68 78 104
81 70 80 93
90 82 90 102
87 77 88 95
73 61 74 79
83 73 81 88
86 79 83 91
92 79 92 104
79 70 79 85
84 75 80 96
87 74 82 100
81 67 74 94
78 66 77 89
81 76 77 87
89 79 88 99
70 62 68 76
87 72 83 100
88 90 90 90
81 75 88 88
67 60 66 71
75 54 70 93
83 75 81 92
88 74 91 101
78 69 75 88
84 70 85 92
87 70 86 106
86 75 83 97
89 72 84 97
92 80 89 104
78 65 78 87
78 70 78 87
86 77 84 94
82 67 80 100
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TABLE No. 11 — Continued
Salaries (Weekly) of Senior Bookkeepers (1) 
By Major Metropolitan Areas
WEST CENTRAL U.S.
City and State
Average
$
25% pt.
$
Median
$
75% pt. 
$
Columbia, Missouri 76 62 79 92
Des Moines, Iowa 78 67 75 90
Duluth, Minnesota 86 78 87 93
Joplin, Missouri 82 70 83 89
Kansas City, Missouri 85 73 85 97
Madison, Wisconsin 83 72 82 89
Milwaukee, Wisconsin 93 84 92 103
Minneapolis-St. Paul, Minnesota 77 69 75 83
Omaha, Nebraska 86 75 85 98
Quad Cities (Davenport, Iowa; Moline,
East Moline, Rock Island, Illinois) 83 66 75 96
St. Louis, Missouri 79 71 77 86
Wichita, Kansas 83 68 87 95
SOUTHERN U.S.
Atlanta, Georgia 81 69 85 87
Baltimore, Maryland 84 70 84 91
Baton Rouge, Louisiana 84 74 81 98
Beaumont, Texas 104 87 112 123
Birmingham, Alabama 83 65 81 98
Charleston, West Virginia 71 60 62 84
Charlotte, North Carolina 79 64 79 91
Chattanooga, Tennessee 83 70 86 97
Columbia, South Carolina 76 60 78 89
Dallas, Texas 87 75 86 99
El Paso, Texas 81 65 75 106
Galveston, Texas 74 53 63 102
Greensboro, North Carolina 80 71 76 95
Greensville, South Carolina 69 60 66 75
Houston, Texas 109 93 110 125
Lake Charles, Louisiana 83 77 83 90
Lexington, Kentucky 69 59 69 71
Little Rock, Arkansas 87 69 89 109
Louisville, Kentucky 85 76 86 96
Memphis, Tennessee 80 70 76 88
Mobile, Alabama (Includes Pensacola, Fla.) 75 69 72 81
Nashville, Tennessee 60 54 60 62
New Orleans, Louisiana 90 77 87 102
Norfolk, Virginia 87 78 78 89
Oklahoma City, Oklahoma 79 69 75 85
Raleigh, North Carolina 84 75 87 90
Richmond, Virginia 84 68 85 100
Roanoke, Virginia 84 70 84 95
San Antonio, Texas 78 67 75 81
Shreveport, L ouisiana 97 85 96 106
Spartanburg, South Carolina 93 70 88 110
Tampa, Florida 73 59 66 87
Tulsa, Oklahoma 90 76 86 100
Washington, D. C. 83 72 80 91
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TABLE No. 11 — Continued
Salaries (Weekly) of Senior Bookkeepers (1) 
By Major Metropolitan Areas
WESTERN U.S.
City and State
Average
$
25% pt.
$
Median
$
75% pt. 
$
Bakersfield, California 96 81 95 108
Billings, Montana 87 76 81 88
Denver, Colorado 82 67 78 94
Fresno, California 86 67 83 98
Inland Empire, California (Fortana,
Riverside, San Bernardino, Pomona) 85 79 82 89
Long Beach, California 82 75 79 79
Los Angeles, California 83 75 80 87
Medford, Oregon 86 74 87 97
Monterey Bay, California
(Monterey, Salinas) 90 78 89 98
Oakland-East Bay, California 83 61 81 96
Phoenix, Arizona 77 69 73 83
Portland, Oregon 87 74 87 99
San Diego, California 83 74 84 95
San Francisco, California 84 64 81 98
Seattle, Washington 80 74 75 81
Spokane, Washington 90 73 88 105
Stockton, California 85 75 82 96
Tacoma, Washington 86 76 88 98
(1) Source: Office Salaries a Guide to 1957 Salary Rates. National Office Management Associa­
tion Survey Number 20.
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